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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 20 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 37 1(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AlPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

3. Claims 1, and 8 - 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Huang 
et al. U.S. Patent No. 6438576 (hereinafter Huang). 

4. Referencing claim 1, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang teaches an object, the 
object requested by a client from a server, the client accessing the server through a proxy server, 
the method comprising: 
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5. monitoring a residual amount of memory capacity in the client, 

6. said residual amount of memory capacity being an amount of unused memory capacity in 
the client that is free to accept data received by the client, (e.g. col. 5, line 42 - col. 6, line 4, 
'\..fhe local proxy server has access to a table wherein are stored the characteristicsfe.g., ty^pe 
of display, size of gi^aphics memory, etc.) of the various client devices that con be serviced by the 
local proxy, " & col. 11, lines 15 - 55); 

7. notifying a filtering condition from the client to said proxy server in accordance with the 
monitoring result, (e.g. col. 5, line 42 - col. 6, line 4, '7/? the latter case the proxy 110, 111, 112 
can access a table of device capabiUties, based on an identifier of the requesting device sent M^ith 
the request, and can construct the RHl based on the stored information in the table, and 

8. filtering the object by said proxy server in accordance with the filtering condition thus 
notified, (e.g. col. 6, lines 52 - 65, ''Object renderer may be a computer prog? am which renders, 
by example, a color image into a black-and-white image, or one that reduces a complex 
Hyper Text Markup Language (HTML) text into a simple HTML text containing only summary of 
the HTML headers. 

9. Referencing claim 8, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang teaches the filtering 
condition is represented by a data length of the object, (e.g. col. 10, lines 46 - 67, 'Tt can be 
appreciated that a proxy sender 110, 111, 1 12 that receives an image object having the above- 
noted PICS label r(c 16 s 1000), in response to a request from the PDD having the above-noted 
RHl d(c 1 s 2), will be informed that the PDD is incapable of displaying the image object as 
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received, and that the image object will need to be rendered into a form that the PDD is capable 
of displaying. 

10. Referencing claim 9, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang teaches said proxy 
server prohibits a file havmg a data length exceeding the data length notified from the client as 
the filtering condition from being transmitted to the client, (e.g. col. 10, lines 46 - 67, 'If 

however, for some reasons the proxy server elects to not completely render the image object, or 
to not render the image object at all, due to, for example, loading considerations or a lack of 
suitable software, then the PICS label of the image object will not reflect a condition compatible 
with the display capabilities of the PDD. 

11. Referencing claim 10, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang teaches the client is 
a cellular phone terminal, (e.g. col. 6, lines 24 - 38, ''smart phone*'). 

12. Claims 12 - 14, 16 and 17 are rejected for similar reasons stated above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
ha\ang ordinar}^ skill in the art to which said subject matter pertidns. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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14. Claims 2-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Huang in 
view of Britton et al (6681380) (hereinafter Britton). 

15. As per claim 2, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang teaches the filtering 
condition is notified from the client to said proxy server, (e.g. col. 3, lines 50 - 67), but does not 
specifically teach after the elapse of a predetermined time period since a previous notification. 
Britton teaches after the elapse of a predetermined time period since a previous notification, 
(e.g., col. 12, line 47 - col. 13, line 10, ''Depending on how often new rules are created, this 
parsing process may he invoked each time the present invention operates to perform an 
aggj'egation of information, or it may he invoked less often (for example, only when new rules 
have been created, or at predetermined periodic intervals, etc.). ''). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Britton with 
Huang because having the conditions automatically updated periodically enables the user or 
other administrative personal the flexibility to not intervene every time a parameter changes, 
therefore making the conditions more dynamic and closer to real time when the parameters 
change. 

16. Referencing claim 3, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang does not specifically 
teach the predetermined time period is freely set from an external source. Britton teaches the 
predetermined time period is freely set from an external source, (e.g., col. 12, line 47 - col. 13, 
line 10). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine Britton with Huang because of similar reasons stated above. 
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17. Referencing claim 4, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang does not specifically 
teach the filtering condition is valid only for a predetermined time period after the proxy server is 
notified of the filtering condition teaches. Britton teaches the filtering condition is valid only for 
a predetermined time period after the proxy server is notified of the filtering condition, (e.g., col. 
12, line 47 - col. 13, line 10). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to combine Britton with Huang because of similar reasons stated 
above. 

18. Claims 5 - 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Huang 
(6438576) in view of Gauvin et al. (6061686) (hereinafter Gauvin). 

1 9. Referencing claim 5, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang does not specifically 
teach the filtering condition is represented by a filename extension of the object. 

20. Gauvin teaches the filtering condition is represented by a filename extension of the 
object, (e.g. col. 8, line 60 - col. 9, line 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to combine the Gauvin with Huang because filtering 
out specific types of data would guaranty that the specific types would not be introduced into the 
environment to overwhelm the network with more bandwidth demands. Furthermore, with would 
also ensure that only information desired by the user would be transmitted to the user's system. 
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21. Referencing claim 6, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang does not specifically 
teach said proxy server prohibits only a file having the filename extension notified from the 
client as the filtering condition from being transmitted to the client, 

22. Gauvin teaches said proxy server prohibits only a file having the filename extension 
notified from the client as the filtering condition from being transmitted to the client, (e.g. col. 8, 
line 60 - col. 9, line 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the Gauvin with Huang because of similar reasons stated 
above. 

23. Referencing claim 7, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang does not specifically 
teach said proxy server allows only a file having no filename extension notified from the client 
as the filtering condition to be transmitted to the client. Gauvin teaches said proxy server allows 
only a file having no filename extension notified from the client as the filtering condition to be 
transmitted to the client, (e.g. col. 8, line 60 - col. 9, line 5). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the Gauvin with Huang 
because of similar reasons stated above. 



24. Claim 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Huang 
(6438576) in view of Eerola (6678518). 
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25. Referencing claim 1 1, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang teaches the use of a 
wireless phone as described above but does not specifically teach said proxy server is a gateway 
server for WAP (Wireless Application Protocol). 

26. Eerola teaches said proxy server is a gateway server for WAP (Wireless Application 
Protocol), (e.g. col. 1, lines 44 - 53). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to combine the Eerola with Huang because it would be 
more efficient and compatible for a system to utilize a protocol that is common to integrate with 
other users in other system than to have a non-compatible system that could not do the described 
function without a type of adapter. 

27. Claims 12, 16, 17, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Huang in view of Ferguson (6769019). 

28. Referencing claim 19, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang teaches a client 
device for accessing a server through a proxy server to request a desired object from the server, 
the client device comprising: 

29. a controller for controlling an access to said proxy server to acquire the object, (e.g. col. 

5, line 41 - col. 6, line 4); and 

30. a memory unit for storing the object, (e.g. col. 5, line 41 - col. 6, line 4); 

3 1 . wherein when said controller detects that a residual amount of memory, said controller 
notifies to said proxy server a filtering condition for filtering the object, (e.g. col. 5, line 41 - col. 

6, line 4), but does not specifically teach memory of said memory unit is equal to a 
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predetermined residual amount or less. Ferguson teaches detecting that a residual amount of 
memory of said memory unit is equal to a predetermined residual amount or less said controller 
notifies to said proxy server a filtering condition for filtering the object, (e.g., col. 10, line 61 - 
col. 1 1, line 50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Ferguson with Huang because utilizing a threshold in a system 
for memory enables a user to not have information that is too large to be save on their system 
which can not fit it. 

32. As per claim 20, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Huang teaches wherein the 
filtering condition is represented by a data length of the object, (e.g., col. 10, lines 20 - 45). 

33. Claims 12, 16 and 17 are rejected for similar reasons stated above, is rejected for similar 
reasons as stated above 

34. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Huang 
and Ferguson in view of Britton. 

35. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected for similar reasons as stated in claims 12 and 2-4. 

36. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Huang and 
Ferguson in view of Gauvin. 
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37. Claim 1 5 is rejected for similar reasons as stated in claims 12 and 5-7. 

38. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Huang and 
Ferguson in view of Eerola (6678518). 

39. Claim 18 is rejected for similar reasons stated above in claims 12 and 1 1. 

Response to Arguments 

40. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 20 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

41. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

42. a. Boothby et al. U.S. Patent No. 6212529 discloses Synchronization of databases 
using fihers. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David E. England whose telephone number is 571-272-3912. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur, 7:00-5:00, 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto,gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

David E. England 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 




